
Dr. P. M. Ashburn, U. S. Army: I have seen only two
patients who did not promptly recover under ipecac treatment
if they could retain the drug. If I can not cure the disease
within a month I feel doubtful of ever curing it.

Du. G. Dock: I have been unable to follow all of my cases

up. I consider ipecac more effective than any other drug
in acute cases and have had better results from it in cases of
long standing.

Other Papers Read
The following papers were also read: "A New Method for

the Preparation of Flat-Worms for Study," by Dr. A. J. Mink,
Washington, D. G; "Report of a Case of Dermatobia Noxialis
Infection Contracted in Southern Mexico," by J. D. Manget,
Atlanta, Ga.; "Blood Pressure in Yellow Fever," by Dr. J. B.
Guthrie, New Orleans.

Medicolegal
Life Tables and Expert Testimony

The Supreme Court of Iowa says, in the case of Peterson
vs. Braekey, that life tables offered in evidence were objected
to on the ground that it affirmatively appeared that in view
of the habits of the decedent such tables did not tend to show
what his expectancy of life would have been. But such tables
may go to the jury for what they are worth, although they
relate to the expectancy of a person in good health, and with¬
out impairment by bad habits. They are not conclusive, but
may be considered by the jury in connection with evidence as

to the physical condition, vocation, and habits of the person
whose probable length of life is to be estimated by the jury.

The jury was instructed in this case that if the evidence
introduced on the trial showed the acts, conduct, demeanor,
and conditions of the decedent to have been substantially as

stated in certain hypothetical questions, then the testimony
of the medical witnesses, based on such questions, might be
given such weight and value as the jury believed tl.em fairly
entitled to. If, however, the evidence did not substantially
sustain the supposed state of facts presented in the hypo¬
thetical questions asked such witnesses, or if the testimony
of such witnesses was in conflict with physical facts, then the
jury should attach no weight whatever to the answers of med¬
ical witnesses founded thereon. While it was left to the
jury in this instruction to determine whether the facts as¬
sumed in the hypothetical questions had been found to be
"substantially as stated in such hypothetical questions," yet
the" jury were told that if not found to be substantially as

stated, the answers of the medical witnesses to such questions
were to be given no weight whatever. This the court thinks

•to be in accordance with the rule announced in its prior de¬
cisions, in other cases, where it was held erroneous to leave
it to the jury to say whether the facts stated in the hypo¬
thetical questions were unsupported by the evidence in
material respects or how much weight should be given to
the answers if there was a discrepancy between the facts
assumed in the questions and those shown by the evidence.

In one of those eases an instruction was criticized which
left it to the jury to say whether the statements of fact as¬
sumed in the hypothetical questions were substantially cor¬

rect, but it was not intimated that the case would have been
reversed on this ground. It certainly is not necessary that
the facts assumed in a hypothetical question shall be proven
in every material detail to the dotting of an "i" and the cross¬

ing of a "t," and, while the court might properly have omitted
the word "substantially," it is not believed that the jurors
were misled by its use. It was not left to them to say which
of the facts recited were material, but only to say whether
the facts recited were substantially proven; that is, whether
each of them was in substance found supported by a pre¬
ponderance of the testimony.

Skill and Care Required of Specialists
The Supreme Court of Vermont says that the plaintiff in

the case of Rann vs. Twitchell, a robust boy of 13 years,

found a railroad torpedo which he laid on a plank and ex¬

ploded by throwing a stone on it. A flying fragment struck
him under the inner corner of the right eye. The cut made
in the lower lid of the eye was approximately an inch long,
and at the upper end next to the inner corner of the eye the
lid was cut off so that it hung down over the cheek, disclos¬
ing a wound under the eyeball into the socket of the eye. The
boy was at once taken to a physician who took medical charge
of the case and treated the injury for about a week.

In the meantime, the physician became convinced that there
was a foreign substance lodged in the eye or socket, and
being uncertain whether or not or how far the eye itself
might be involved, and, not feeling competent to operate on

the eye in these circumstances, he advised the employment
of an eye specialist. The boy was taken to another town
for the purpose of consulting an expert, but the latter was

away, so he could not be seen.

The accident occurred on April 19, and on the 25th the
first physician, and another who bad been called in to assist,
and who agreed that there was a foreign substance in the
eye, made preparations to operate for its removal. But,
when it came to the point of beginning the operation, the
first physician telephoned to the defendant, in still another
town, that the plaintiff had been injured by an explosion,
and that some foreign substance had entered the orbit of the
eye, and that he did not feel competent to remove it, and
he arranged with the defendant to send the plaintiff to him
for treatment. The plaintiff was thereupon taken to a hos¬
pital, where the defendant undertook the treatment of the
case. He made no effort to learn anything further of the
history of the case or its prior treatment. He did not at¬
tempt to determine by probe or otherwise whether or not
there was in fact a foreign body lodged in the eye or its
orbit—beyond an external examination more or less cursory
in character, according to the evidence—though it was plain
that the use of a probe would have easily and safely dis¬
covered the presence of the piece of tin which was afterward
removed. He gave the eye attention for a few days, and
then sent the plaintiff home, assuring him that there was

nothing in the eye and with instructions to the first physician
as to its subsequent treatment.

The eye grew steadily worse until July 18, when the first
physician operated on it and removed from the orbit a piece of
tin nearly an inch long and about one-half inch wide, which
was buried in the tissue to such a depth that its nearest
point was about a quarter of an inch from the surface. This
action for malpractice was subsequently brought against the
defendant and the hospital jointly, but during the progress
of the trial, at the plaintiff's request, the court ordered a ver¬
dict for the hospital and the trial proceeded against the de¬
fendant alone. At the close of the plaintiff's evidence the
court ordered a verdict for the defendant. The propriety of
this action of the court was the only question presented to
the Supreme Court.

At the outset of the discussion the parties disagreed as to
the rule which was to be applied to this defendant to test
the sufficiency of his diagnosis and treatment of this injury.
The plaintiff claimed that the evidence was such that the de¬
fendant must be judged as a specialist, while the defendant in¬
sisted that there was no evidence to warrant the application
of anything but the rule governing general practitioners. The
Supreme Court quite agrees with the court below that this
defendant must be judged in this case by the more exacting
rule which applies to specialists.

More of the evidence on this subject came from the defend¬
ant himself. From him the court learned that he was a

physician and surgeon, and for the 12 years preceding the
trial he had been a specialist in the medical and surgical
treatment of the eye. As early as 1902 he was regularly
appointed ophthalmatist of the hospital mentioned, and then
presumed that he would be and later knew that he was so named
in a certain pamphlet issued by the hospital that year. At
the time here involved, he had charge of the eye, ear and
throat department of that institution. He said that the term
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"ophthalmatlst" means an eye specialist; one who does every¬
thing that is required for the eye, medical or surgical. True,
he said the term does not imply^any special skill in such mat¬
ters, but in this statement he was too modest. His 12 years
of specialized practice, his selection by an institution of the
high standing of the hospital to take charge of the very im¬
portant department named, implied skill in the lines specified.

Moreover, the very circumstances in which he was employed
in this case unmistakably showed that it was the special skill
that he was understood to have in the surgical treatment of
the eye which alone induced the plaintiff to seek his aid, and
it was perfectly plain that the defendant so understood it
when the physician made the arrangement with him to treat
this injury. So the court must test his professional conduct
in this matter, not by the standard applicable to general
practitioners—the oft-cited and recently approved rule of
Hathorn vs. Richmond, 48 Vt. 557—but by the stricter rule
applicable to specialists. Whether or not this was determina¬
tive of the case the court does not say.

One who holds himself out as a specialist in the treatment
of a certain organ, injury or disease is bound to bring to the
aid of one so employing him that degree of skill and knowl¬
edge which is ordinarily possessed by those who devote special
study and attention to that particular organ, injury or dis¬
ease, its diagnosis and its treatment, in the same general
locality, having regard to the state of scientific knowledge at
the time. 5 Thompson on Negligence, section 6714; Feeney
vs. Spalding, 89 Me. III.; Baker vs. Hancock, 29 Ind. App. 456;
note to Gillette vs. Tucker (Ohio), 93 Am. St. Rep. at page
664.

The duty of exercising this degree of skill attached to this
defendant at the time of his employment and was the meas¬
ure of his responsibility in the diagnosis of the case to deter¬
mine the nature and condition of the injury, as well as the
proper treatment to be applied. Thomp. Neg., section 6717;
Ely vs. Wilbur, 49 N. J. Law, 685. He was not to be judged
by the result, nor was he to be held liable for an error of
judgment. His negligence was to be determined by reference
to the pertinent facts existing at the time of his examina¬
tion and treatment, of which he knew, or in the exercise of
due care should have known. It might consist in a failure
to apply the proper remedy on a correct determination of ex¬

isting physical conditions, or it might precede that and result
from a failure properly to inform himself of these conditions.
If the latter, then it must appear that he had a reasonable
opportunity for examination, and that the true physical con¬

ditions were so apparent that they could have been ascertained
by the exercise of the required degree of care and skill, for,
if a determination of these physical facts resolved itself into
a question of judgment merely, he would not be held liable
for his error. Manser vs. Collins, 69 Kan. 290; Langford vs.

Jones, 18 Or. 307; Staloch vs. Holm, 100 Minn. 276.
Tested by this rule, the evidence tended to show that the

defendant's conduct did not measure up to its requirements.
He had a fair chance to examine the eye, and, with the indi¬
cations of the presence of the piece of tin so strong as the
testimony of the first physician tended to show, it could not
be said as a matter of law that the defendant in his pre¬
liminary examination to ascertain the essential data on which
to predicate a professional opinion met the requirements of
the rule above stated. The testimony tended to show that
he did not, and the question should have been submitted to
the jury, for the evidence showed that the tin ought to have
been removed at the earliest possible moment.

Wherefore the Supreme Court reversed the judgment ren¬

dered by the lower court in favor of the defendant specialist
and sent the case back for a new trial.

Duty When Passenger Becomes Insane on Train
The Supreme Court of Arkansas says, in Iron Mountain &

Southern Railway Company vs. Woodruff, that when a pas¬
senger unattended becomes insane on a train it is the duty
of the railway company to remove such passenger, where the
comfort and safety of other passengers on the train require

it. But in performing this duty to the other passengers the
company must not neglect the duty it owes to the unfortu¬
nate insane and helpless one who is also a passenger. Here
an unattended woman passenger who became insane on a

train was removed from it and left in charge of the night
operator at a station, whose discretion, it appeared, caused
him to abandon in haste the poor unfortunate left in his care.

The law, however, required that his discretion should be ex¬

ercised in the direction of the woman's comfort and safety,
and not in leaving her to her fate. His duty was to exercise
such care as any reasonably prudent person should, under
the circumstances, to protect her against harm and to pro¬
vide for her comfort. If he was so alarmed that he could not
do this himself, it was his duty to call to his assistance others
who could. He wholly failed to discharge this duty, and for
any injury that resulted to the woman from this cause the
company was liable.

Current Medical Literature
AMERICAN I

Titles marked with an asterisk (·) are abstracted below.

New York Medical Journal
April 24

1 «Theories and Problems of Heredity. J. Wright, New l'ork.
2 *The Psychologic Basis of Inebriety.  . A. Williams, Wash¬

ington, D. C.
3 »Acute Suppurative (Phlegmonous) Ethmoiditis in Children

Resulting In Death. F. Krauss, Philadelphia.
4 Spontaneous Combustion (continued). J. Knott, Dublin,

Ireland.
5 Further Investigation of the Spirochœta Lympluitiva.

F. Proescher, Pittsburg.
6 Bilateral Ununited' Fracture of the Patella with Good Func¬

tional Result. S. Lange, Cincinnati.
7 Significance of High Blood Pressure in Life Insurance Exam¬

inations. E. Grace, New l'ork.

1. Theories and Problems of Heredity.—Wright discusses
the affiliation of the specific problems of cancer with the spe¬
cific problems of heredity, and endeavors to establish the
point that visible pathologic morphology in cancer, like physi¬
ologic morphology in heredity, is dependent primordially on
forces which influence molecular, rather than molar, arrange¬
ment.

2. Inebriety.—Williams asks the following questions: What
is the nature of this impulse ? What is its origin ? Why is it
so irresistible ? Finally, can it be overcome in those in whom
it occurs, and how may its occurrence be prevented in others ?
The nature of the impulse is a state of feeling, the call of
the unsatisfied, the miserable and the depressed. It is the
unfortunate appanage of certain individuals, hut in most
cases it has arisen from ignorance and has been fostered by
mismanagement. Experiments show how persons differ from
day to day in mental capacity, in bodily secretions, and in
activity. This is equally true of the feelings. Nearly all of
us, then, must necessarily encounter phases during which our

feeling is one of incapacity, even of inaptitude, discontent,
disike of surroundings, anxiety, etc. If fortitude is not forth¬
coming to support this it is ended by an artificial stimulus.
The outcome is the need for a large stimulus to overcome a

trifling feeling; for the power of resistance progressively de¬
creases by non-use. The immediate satisfaction of desire at
all cost is a habit that can be made or unmade at will. It is
toward this factor that the prevention of inebriety must be
directed. The remedy is the teaching of mothers to form
healthy emotional habits in their children. The overthrow of
the method of obedience has enthroned, especially in this coun¬

try, the immediate impulse of the ruling factor. The surest
forerunner of unreasoning conduct in an adult is a childhood
that is taught to act without understanding and to understand
without acting. A vast majority of parents and teachers do
not appreciate the tremendous possibility of character build¬
ing through play. The superiority of play as against work in
the development of a child's character is due to the interest it
gives which stimulates effort. Play is the best developer of
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